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REPLY  TO  ARTICLE  OF  CHARLES  C.  ABBOTT,  M.D., 
IN  THE  TIMES  SATURDAY  REUIEIV 
OF  JULY  6,  1901 


Kn  Tlic  Philadelphia  Times  Saturday  Book-Review  of  July  6  last 
2re  appeared  over  the  signature  of  Dr.  Charles  C.  Abbott  an  article 
iefly  devoted  to  the  Quaker  Controversy,  suggesting  it  as  an  appro- 
late  theme  for  the  pen  of  a  novelist.  Seven  months  having  elapsed 
thout  any  one,  so  far  as  I  know,  acting  upon  his  suggestion,  I  men- 
n  some  of  the  facts  in  the  case,  which  may  be  found  quite  as  strange 
fiction.  & 

In  what  I  have  to  say  I  shall  call  the  major  division  of  the  old 
ieligious  Society  of  Friends,”  those  who  hold  their  Yearly  Meeting- 
Fifteenth  and  Race  Streets,  Philadelphia,  simply  “  Friends.”  Thev 
a  no  other  but  this  original  name.  The  minor  division,  who  hold 
ir  Yearly  Meeting  at  Fourth  and  Arch  Streets,  Philadelphia  I  shall 
I  “  Orthodox.” 

The  Orthodox  have  from  the  first  endeavored  to  promote  their  own 
utation  by  disparaging  Friends;  an  elaborate  editorial  article  of 
s  defamatory  character  appeared  in  their  organ,  the  Friends’  Review , 

ler  date  of  Fifth  Month  22,  1869,  which  attracted  much  notice  at 

time. 

Dr.  Abbott  commences  his  tirade  by  an  attack  upon  Elias  Hicks, 
>m  he  characterizes  as  “  A  marplot  who  was  not  so  much  of  an  intel- 
ual  force  as  a  blusterer,  keenly  intent  upon  the  exaltation  of  self, 
at  heart  indifferent  to  the  spiritual  welfare  of  his  fellows.”  Elias 
:ks  never  belonged  to  Philadelphia,  but  had  preached  here,  and  was 
Light  into  prominence  not  only  by  his  eminent  character,  but  also 
the  special  attacks  which  the  Orthodox  made  upon  him.  By  those 
1  knew  him  best,  he  was  not  only  respected  for  his  mental  power, 
was  revered  as  a  man  of  God.  The  intellectual  and  spiritual 
ingth  with  which  he  peacefully  overcame  the  demand  of  the  Ortho¬ 
faction  that  all  should  yield  to  the  theological  dogmas  wdiieh  they 
tended  for  explains  the  rancor  of  the  old  faction  and  of  the  present 
hodox. 
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When  after  several  years  of  wrangling  it  became  apparent  a 
Yearly  Meeting,  in  1827,  that  peace  conld  only  be  attained  by  se 
tion.  Friends,  constituting  two-thirds  of  the  entire  membership,  q 
withdrew,  leaving  the  Orthodox  in  possession  of  the  place  of  me< 
and  then  proceeded  to  re-organize  the  meeting  elsewhere.  In  this 
acted  wisely  for  the  peaceful  purpose  intended,  but  left  the  Orti 
exposed  to  the  temptation  of  taking  a  snap  judgment  by  laying 
to  all  the  property  and  to  the  name  of  the  Society,  and  this  tempi 
their  moral  rectitude  was  not  sufficient  to  withstand.  It  mig' 
unjust  to  the  memory  of  the  eminent  lawyer  who  was  then 
adviser  to  infer  that  he  failed  to  tell  them,  that  while  they 
legally  do  as  they  proposed,  they  must  judge  whether  that  c 
would  be  consistent  with  the  Christian  principles  they  professe 
The  Orthodox,  in  fact,  did  at  once  make  claim  to  all  the  prc 
— they  seized  and  held  it;  they  being  one-third,  proceeded  to  d 
the  two-thirds  of  the  membership  who  were  not  in  accord  with 
traversing  for  this  purpose  portions  of  three  States,  and  foll< 
up  and  disowning  minors  as  they  became  of  age  (myself  beinj 
of  that  number),  aiming  thus  to  confirm  their  exclusive  title  t 
property  they  had  seized.  In  further  prosecution  of  their  malt 
course,  they  made  it  a  disownable  offence  for  any  of  their  me] 
to  attend  any  of  the  meetings  or  marriages  of  Friends.  Friends, 
ever,  held  possession  of  some  country  meeting-house  properties,  • 
the  very  few  Orthodox  voluntarily  withdrew.  The  latter  were 
dered  their  portion  of  the  value  of  such  property  according  to 
numbers.  This  they  declined  to  accept:  their  motto,  under  £ 
from  Philadelphia,  being  “  All  or  none.” 

Dr.  Abbott,  in  referring  to  what  he  calls  the  followers  of 
Hicks,  says :  “  They  outnumbered  the  Orthodox  original,  or 

Friends,  and  about  him  rallied  a  host  that  founded  not  a  new 
of  religious  thought,  as  some  claimed,  but  a  creedless  chaotic  a 
bly,  that  to-day  stands  for  negation  rather  than  aught  positive  i 
realm  of  faith;  so  bitter  became  the  controversy  that  brothers 
relied,  families  drifted  apart,  and  in  some  cases  the  spelling  o 
family  name  was  changed,  so  that  the  world  might  know  thal 
orthography  meant  Orthodox,  and  the  other  meant  Hicksite/’ 
What  is  said  of  Friends  rallying  about  Elias  Hicks,  as  if  he 
creating  dissension,  is  simply  untrue.  Elias  Hicks  was  at  his 
on  Long  Island  while  the  disownment  of  Friends  by  the  Orth 
and  the  re-organization  by  Friends  of  their  own  Yearly,  Quai 
Monthly,  and  Preparatory  Meetings  proceeded  simultaneously, 
to  Friends  being  a  creedless  and  chaotic  assembly  outnumberin 
Orthodox,  they  not  only  outnumbered  the  latter,  but  constitute 
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is  been  said,  two-thirds  of  the  membership  at  that  time.  Would  not 
le  two-thirds  be  quite  as  competent  as  the  one-third  to  adopt  a  theo- 
gical  creed  if  they  desired  to  have  such  a  creed?  The  original  Society 
Friends”  never  had  a  theological  creed.  Nor  was  this  ever  pre- 
nded,  until  the  Orthodox  became  enamored  with  the  so-called  evan- 
lieal  theology,  and  attempted  to  force  it  on  the  then  undivided 
iciety.  Freedom  of  opinion  had  theretofore  prevailed  as  it  has  since 
long  Friends,  no  attempt  being  made  to  interfere  with  individual 
?ht  of  opinion  on  doctrinal  subjects. 

In  1890,  according  to  the  United  States  Census,  the  number  of 
■iends  was  12,029,  with  property  valued  at  $62  per  member.  The 
'thodox  numbered  4513;  their  property  amounted  to  $1,366,100, 
nearly  $303  for  each  man,  woman,  and  child.  That  census  of  1890 
3WS  that  the  Orthodox  membership  had  then  been  so  far  reduced 
it  they  constituted  but  one-fourth  of  the  aggregate  membership, 

I  one  of  their  members,  some  five  years  ago,  estimated  that  branch 
uld  be  extinct  in  forty  years.  It  will  be  an  interesting  question, 
lat  is  to  become  of  this  $1,366,100  when  the  Orthodox  branch 
the  Society  shall  be  extinct?  There  will,  no  doubt,  be  a  lively 
erest  felt  among  the  last  survivors  when  the  final  dissolution  shall 
ae,  to  share  in  the  fine  private  fortunes  to  be  carved  out  of  the 
gotten  gains  of  1827.  This  may  furnish  a  theme  for  further 
tibition  of  the  skill  of  the  future  novelist  whom  Dr.  Abbott  in¬ 
ns. 

The  Society  of  Friends,”  following  the  example  of  Jesus  of  Naza- 
i,  never  had  a  theological  creed,  and  in  this  respect  the  present 
ociety  of  Friends”  is  entirely  consistent.  The  first  attempt  to  en- 
3e  a  creed  was  made  by  that  faction  of  the  Society  who  afterward 
irated  themselves,  and  are  now  called  the  Orthodox.  The  result 
ivhat  might  have  been  expected,  for  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  the 
ailed  Orthodox  in  this  city  is  not  now  in  correspondence  with  any 
ir  body  of  Friends,  either  in  this  country  or  in  England,  and  three 
irate  branches  of  its  membership  have  arisen,  known  respectively 
Jurneyites,  Wilburites,  and  Primitive  Friends. 

Which  of  the  creeds  of  these  several  bodies  would  Dr.  Abbott  have 
idopt  ? 

There  are  doubtless  some  among  Friends  who  have  little  contro- 
y  with  some  of  the  peculiarities  in  all  these  several  creeds,  regarding 
n  as  non-essential  and  to  be  subordinated  to  a  pure  Christian  life 
i  freedom  from  the  trammels  of  dogmatism. 

Many  of  the  means  by  which  the  Orthodox  manifested  their  un¬ 
stable  and  unkind  disposition  towards  Friends  are  curious,  and 
r  narration  may  go  far  to  supply  material  for  the  future  novelist, 
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whose  pen  Dr.  Abbott  deems  applicable  to  the  subject.  For  insta 
the  Orthodox  have  occasionally  asked  the  privilege  of  holding  m 
ings  in  Friends’  Meeting  Houses.  This  has  been  generally,  if 
uniformly,  granted  the  Orthodox,  who,  however,  usually  made 
of  the  privilege  to  ventilate  their  own  new-found  theology  anc 
upbraid  Friends  for  their  alleged  want  of  belief.  Friends  have  o 
sionally  asked  the  privilege  of  holding  meetings  in  Orthodox  Mee 
Houses,  but  this  has  been  uniformly  refused. 

There  have  occasionally  been  funerals  at  Friends’  Meeting  Hoi 
where  some  of  the  family  were  Orthodox.  In  such  cases,  the  Orthc 
refused  to  enter  the  Meeting  House  where  the  services  were  being  1 
It  is  pitiable  to  think  of  these  standing  outside  with  nothing  but 
strength  of  their  Orthodoxy  to  protect  them  from  the  weather. 

There  was  established  by  the  Society  of  Friends  before  the  s 
ration  an  institution  called  the  Shelter  for  Colored  Orphans, 
with  other  property  came  under  the  control  of  the  Orthodox, 
then  made  a  rule  that  the  children  sheltered  there  might  be  put 
for  bringing  up  to  persons  of  any  religious  denomination,  except  Ca 
lies,  Unitarians,  and  Hic-ksites. 

The  work  of  disowning  Friends,  widely  scattered  as  they  were, 
no  light  task,  and  the  local  committees,  whether  from  want  of  s 
pathy  with  the  proceeding  or  for  some  other  reasons,  were  often  in 
cjuate  to  perform  the  work.  In  such  cases,  committees  from  ste 
localities  were  appointed  to  aid  in  the  work. 

In  one  of  these  eases  in  a  distant  quarter,  my  own  grandmol 
a  veteran  Orthodox,  who  lived  to  her  one  hundred  and  fifth  year, 
one  of  such  a  helping  committee,  and  was  taken  sick  at  the  h 
of  one  of  the  Friends  whom  she  was  there  to  persecute  by  disownn 
She  was  kindly  taken  c-are  of  there  until  her  recovery. 

Some  Orthodox  from  Philadelphia  were  detailed  to  assist  in 
excommunicating  in  New  Jersey,  and  the  local  Orthodox  there  < 
plained  that  the  Philadelphia  Orthodox  could  not  with  their  wel] 
horses  keep  up  with  them  in  travelling  the  sandy  roads. 

It  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  extraordinary  self-righteous,  PI 
saie  attitude  of  the  dwindling  “Orthodox”  towards  “Friends”  is 
as  to  preclude  the  existence  of  friendly  relations  between  the 
bodies. 

Thomas  H.  Speakma 


26  Nokth  Seventh  Street, 
Philadelphia,  Second  Month  27,  1902. 
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